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Abstract 
Over the past several years, there has been resurgent interest in regional planning in North America, 
Europe and Australasia. Spurred by issues such as metropolitan growth, transportation infrastructure, 
environmental management and economic development, many states and metropolitan regions are 
undertaking new planning initiatives. These regional efforts have also raised significant question about 
governance structures, accountability and measures of effectiveness.  
 
In this paper, the authors conducted an international review of ten case studies from the United States, 
Canada, England, Belgium, New Zealand and Australia to explore several critical questions. Using a 
qualitative data template, the research team reviewed plans, documents, web sites and published literature 
to address three questions.  First, what are the governance arrangements for delivering regional planning? 
Second, what are the mechanisms linking regional plans with state plans (when relevant) and local plans? 
Third, what means and mechanisms do these regional plans use to evaluate and measure effectiveness?  
 
The case study analysis revealed several common themes. First, there is an increasing focus on 
governance at the regional level, which is being driven by a range of trends, including regional spatial 
development initiatives in Europe, regional transportation issues in the US, and the growth of 
metropolitan regions generally. However, there is considerable variation in how regional governance 
arrangements are being played out. Similarly, there is a range of processes being used at the regional level 
to guide planning that range from broad ranging (thick) processes to narrow and limited (thin) 
approaches. Finally, evaluation and monitoring of regional planning efforts are compiling data on inputs, 
processes, outputs and outcomes. Although there is increased attention being paid to indicators and 
monitoring, most of it falls into outcome evaluations such as Agenda 21 or sustainability reporting.  
 
Based on our review we suggest there is a need for increased attention on input, process and output 
indicators and clearer linkages of these indicators in monitoring and evaluation frameworks. The focus on 
outcome indicators, such as sustainability indicators, creates feedback systems that are too long-term and 
remote for effective monitoring and feedback. Although we found some examples of where these kinds of 
monitoring frameworks are linked into a system of governance, there is a need for clearer conceptual 
development for both theory and practice.  
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Introduction 
In 2007, the state of Queensland enacted new legislation to initiate statutory regional planning across the 
state. Prior to this, only the metropolitan Brisbane-Gold Coast region (South East Queensland) had 
statutory regional planning in place, with a similar plan in the consultation stages for the Cairns region 
(North Queensland). The decision to introduce a new state role in regional planning represented a 
significant shift for Queensland, which had not even begun to undertake any regional planning efforts 
until South East Queensland efforts were initiated in the early 1990s. This increased focus on the regional 
scale and regional planning is not unique to Queensland. Across the world, there is increased attention 
being paid to the regional scale for issues such as transportation, metropolitan growth, economic 
development and environmental management.  
 
As the Queensland government wrestled with the issues surrounding its new regional planning initiative, 
it asked a team of researchers to review regional planning efforts elsewhere and provide guidance on the 
approaches to developing and evaluating regional planning. While we prepared specific recommendations 
to the Queensland government, this paper synthesizes the findings from our international review. 
 
In the following sections, we summarize the literature relevant to regions, regional process, and planning 
evaluation. We then review the methods we used to investigate these issues in Europe, North America and 
Australasia (Australia, New Zealand and Asia). We present the findings from our investigation and 
conclude with a discussion about the efforts to integrate regional governance, regional planning process, 
and plan evaluation. 
Literature Review  
There is a rich literature on regions and regionalism and a growing resurgence in the topic in planning, 
public policy and environmental management. To help inform our analysis of regional planning efforts, 
we were particularly interested in three aspects: the governance of regions, the processes for planning at a 
regional level, and the use of evaluation systems for judging the effectiveness of regional scale planning. 
The Governance of Regions 
Approaches to regions and regional planning have evolved over time, from the holistic, normative 
approach emphasizing natural regions (Geddes, Mumford),  to regional science to a range of new drivers 
that include economic development, economic geography, and public choice regionalism. Much of the 
current discussion focuses around the concept of new regionalism, a normative movement concerned with 
three main aspects: environment, equity and economic development (Wheeler, 2002: 269). The challenge 
facing new regionalism is to make the interconnected economies of all communities in a region 
competitive in the global market. Its aim is regional growth and prosperity (Brenner, 2002: 9). A central 
argument in new regionalism is the notion that regional reforms will improve the economic 
competitiveness of regions (Swanstrom, 2001: 480).  
 
New regionalism takes on various meaning, from the coordination of central city and suburban 
development to reduce income disparities and enhance the ability to compete in the global economy, to a 
holistic planning approach based on interconnectedness of economy, environment and social systems. In 
the United States, the notion is often associated with the rise of new urbanism and smart growth 
movements. In this sense, it addresses the political and decision-making fragmentation present in many 
US metropolitan areas, as well as problems of unchecked urban sprawl, transport congestion, and 
competition over the allocation of infrastructure investments. Regional governance proponents subscribe 
to the idea that cooperation between different levels of government will enable regions to be more 
competitive, and that new regionalism can address the negative effects of fragmented governmental 
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structures, and can restore the health of central cities so they can contribute more effectively to the 
economies of their regions (Frisken and Morris, 2001: 468). In Europe, new regionalism is also a 
reference to the establishment of new political bodies (via decentralization and devolution), as illustrated 
by the creation of regional development agencies in the UK (Wheeler, 2002: 268).  
 
The renaissance of regions as a relevant planning scale has been accompanied by the renaissance of 
metropolitan and regional projects in North America, Europe and Australasia e.g. UK, Netherlands, Italy. 
It has led to increasing efforts to manage metropolitan and regional growth and create liveable 
communities. “New regionalism orientation is on governance not structure. It advocates cooperation, 
collaboration, networking and partnerships among governments and with the private sector to address 
regional governance problems” (Hamilton 2004: 456).  
 
Many regional efforts seem to evolve towards negotiated processes seeking to create a regional dialogue 
and foster a culture of regionalism. New governance arrangements are emerging, which emphasize 
partnerships, networking and consensus negotiation. These findings are concurrent with the idea that 
public policy at the regional level is increasingly guided through new mechanism such as partnerships 
rather than traditional top down approaches (Counsell and Haughton (2003: 227). 
 
In the United States, these initiatives aim at coordinating activities of competing municipalities in a 
metropolitan region according to shared priorities for regional growth, infrastructure investments and 
limiting environmental impacts (Brenner, 2002: 13). For example, the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for 
Planning (CMAP) came into existence in 2005 following a recommendation from local governments, 
business and community leaders to the Governor and General Assembly to create a public agency in 
charge of coordinating comprehensive planning in north eastern Illinois. The Chicago approach is based 
on participatory planning to facilitate regional decision-making and consensus building on regional 
priorities. It is supported by a vision and a long term plan and focused on the integration of state and 
regional entities responsible for transportation and land use (CMAP, 2006). Many of these new 
governance arrangements emphasize partnerships, networking and consensus negotiation, which is 
achieved through a range of approaches.  
 
The renaissance of regions discussed previously goes hand in hand with the notion of re-scaling of 
institutional structures and processes, concerned with the building of regional institutional capacity and 
power (Tewdwr-Jones, 2006: 354). New governance arrangements convey the idea that existing 
institutions can be used in new ways, within a web of horizontally and vertically linked organizations. 
Regional Planning Methods 
The development of regional planning methods on both sides of the Atlantic has long been underlain by 
competing empirical, normative and communicative theories.  Peter Hall (2002) notes the empirical 
origins of British Regional Planning in Patrick Geddes extrapolation of regional planning from the 
biological sciences (Geddes, 1915), while in the USA Benton Mackaye (1928) laid down a similar basis 
in his The New Exploration - the Philosophy of Regional Planning. Both traditions evolved to a more 
normative stance in response to the needs for practical problem solving, Geddes in post-disaster Cyprus 
and economically  disadvantaged India  (Geddes,  1918; Mairet 1959), and Mackaye and his followers in 
the Roosevelt’s New Deal and the reconstruction needs of the Tennessee Valley Authority (Gray & 
Johnson 2005). These developments were accentuated in Patrick Abercrombie’s determination to replace 
war damaged dwellings and achieve Garden City decentralization in the  Greater London Plan of 1945 
which effectively transformed  Geddes’ inductive “Survey- Analysis - Plan” approach  to a more 
purposive  and normative method.    
 
Friedmann’s thinking evolved from advocacy of “American Experimentalism” in his 1965 article on , 
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“The Concept of a Planning Region: The Evolution of an Idea in the United States” through the 
empiricism of his advocacy of growth pole development to the normative position  reached toward the 
end of his Territory & Function (1979). His Retracking America, A Theory of Transactive Planning 
(1973) is an early recognition of the importance of communicative planning  which has been further 
developed in the writings of John Forester  (1999), Patsy Healy (1996, 2006), and Judith Innes and David 
Booher (1999a, 1999b). 
 
Each of these stances has had significant implications for choices of planning processes. The empiricism 
of Geddes and Mackaye has contributed the concept of the thorough and systemic regional survey, 
analysis and report, which still forms a crucial part of regional planning, though no longer its exclusive 
tool as originally conceived. The normative formulation of objectives and the problem-solving and goal 
achieving stance of contemporary planning reflects the teleological drive of twenty first century 
approaches. Finally the “communicative turn in planning theory” (Healey, 1995) underscores the need for 
consultation throughout the planning process and specifically in each of the stages of objective 
formulation, options evaluation and collaborative implementation and monitoring. This is strongly 
supported by Arrow’s  work in political economy arguing that a system of public values is a  logical 
necessity that can only be approached by means of the “Principle of Extended Sympathy ” itself 
embedded in the constituting principles of  democratic politics (in Phelps (Ed.) 1973). 
Evaluation and Indicators 
A final issue important for the issue of regions and regional planning is the question of effectiveness and 
the role of evaluation and indicators. There is a rich body of literature discussing the use, construction and 
compilation of indicators. As Herzi and Dovers (2005) note, the literature on indicators and evaluation 
has emerged from several different sectors. First, public administration and public policy use indicators 
for evidence-based policy analysis. This field generally sees indicators as a way of evaluating the 
effectiveness of policy interventions so that adjustments can be made into programs and delivery. In 
general, this is much more common in policy areas such as health, social services and education where 
data is more readily available and effects can be observed in a shorter time frame. Second, the 
environmental and natural resources management fields use indicators as models of pressure-state-
response that are designed to promote adaptive management. These are commonly delivered in the form 
of state of the environment reporting, and they are seen as a way of monitoring ecological condition so 
that managers can adjust their activities and programs. Finally, urban studies and urban planning 
indicators have primarily emerged from community the interest in community sustainability movement 
and Agenda 21 planning. However, there is increasing focus on indicators for assessing the performance 
of plans and planning organizations.  
 
In considering the different types of indicators that are used in planning and program evaluation it is 
important to be clear on the commonly accepted terminology that has emerged around indicators and 
monitoring (Carmona and Sieh 2004, Koontz and Thomas 2006). Input indicators measure the quality of 
the information, data and analysis that goes into the planning process. For example, Oregon’s land use 
planning system is strongly oriented around requirements that local governments prepare a series of 
analyses of factors like population growth, buildable lands and housing needs before embarking on any 
changes to local urban growth boundaries. Process or planning authority indicators provide benchmarks 
for evaluating the planning process and planning steps. For example, in the UK there have been 
considerable efforts to assess the activities and approaches of local government planning authorities. 
Output indicators measure the products of the planning process, such as plans, policies, and regulations. 
Plan performance indicators (also called intermediate outcomes) assess the shorter term performance of 
specific plans and policies. For example, the regional plan for South East Queensland (Australia) 
promotes increased development around transit nodes to reduce the need for local automobile trips and 
increase transit use. Finally, outcomes measures (also called long-term outcomes or impact measures) 
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assess the actual changes occurring “on the ground” that result from the combination of policies, plans 
and social, economic and environmental trends. For example, many State of the Environment reports 
document the changes in water quality or air quality (Herzi and Dovers 2005, Carmona and Sieh 2004, 
Koontz and Thomas 2006). 
 
All of these indicators are important, but they have different strengths and weaknesses that lead to 
different types of uses. For example, many people want to know about outcome measures, such as “is the 
air getting cleaner.” However, this may take many years to demonstrate as variations in natural, economic 
and social conditions are operating at the same time as policy prescriptions. Thus, the most recent changes 
in air quality may be influenced more strongly by rising gas prices than by urban development policies. 
As the discussion about the disciplinary differences highlights, indicators have emerged with different 
purposes in mind. Furthermore, as these indicators are applied in practice settings their use becomes 
further adapted and changed. Researchers have identified several different purposes of indicators (Dovers 
2001; Failing and Gregory 2003; Hezri and Dovers 2005) 
• To discriminate between competing scientific hypotheses 
• To structure understanding and solutions 
• To track management performance 
• To discriminate between policy alternatives 
• To inform general users or the public 
Methods 
We investigated this project through a desktop review of the literature, published case studies, and 
analysis of legislation, plans and documents from locations in Australia, Asia, Europe and North America. 
The findings we present are part of a larger research project funded by the Queensland Department of 
Infrastructure and Planning, which is currently developing a series of regional statutory plans. 
 
The team collected three types of information for this project. First, we examined existing published 
research on regional planning governance, state growth management legislation, regional planning 
processes, monitoring and indicator systems. Second, we analysed 25 case studies of regional and state 
planing throughout the world (see Table 2). The case studies were selected to reflect the range of national, 
state and regional approaches. For each case study we used an information template to collect data on:  
• Program, history and context 
• Planning goals and objectives and how they are used  
• Monitoring and evaluation indicators and how they are used 
Third, we reviewed regional plans and plan monitoring efforts in the Australian state of Queensland, and 
met with a range of practitioners to discuss the potential relationships between regional planning and 
evaluation of performance.  
 
Our review of these cases revealed a range of themes and approaches to regional planning, governance 
and indicators. To further explore some of these issues, we conducted a more detailed review of 9 cases to 
examine: 
• How governance systems were arranged 
• The role of indicators in regional plan monitoring, and 
• The role of indicators in evaluating local plans and local plan compliance. 
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Table 1: List of Case Studies 
 
Case Location Notes 
Summary Evaluations 
Oregon  USA Statewide land use system 
South Florida USA Regional planning authority 
King County, WA USA Indicator monitoring and reporting 
Seattle, WA USA Indicator monitoring and reporting 
Frankfurt/Rhein-Main Germany Regional planning and land use authority 
Northern Ireland United Kingdom Regional plan prepared by Northern Ireland government 
East of England United Kingdom Strategy developed by East of England Regional Assembly 
South West United Kingdom Strategy developed by Regional Planning Body 
Navarre Region Spain Regional plan developed by autonomous planning region 
Baltic Sea Multi-national Agenda 21 regional plan across 11 countries 
Taipei City Taiwan Published case of sustainability monitoring program 
Far North Coast, NSW Australia Regional plan developed by State of New South Wales 
Sydney, NSW Australia Regional plan developed by State of New South Wales 
Kimberly Region, WA Australia Regional plan developed by Western Australian government 
Western Australia (WA) Australia Regional plan developed by Western Australian government 
Blueprint for the Bush, Qld Australia Non-statutory plan prepared by Queensland government 
Detailed Evaluations 
Vancouver Canada Regional planning authority 
New Jersey USA Statewide land use system 
Brussels Region Belgium Regional plan established by Brussels Capital Region 
Walloon Region Belgium Plan established by Walloon Government 
South East Queensland, Qld Australia Statutory regional plan 
Far North Queensland, Qld Australia Non-statutory plan (statutory plan in development) 
Wide Bay Burnett, Qld Australia Non-statutory plan prepared by Queensland government 
Whitsundays/Mackay Region Qld Australia Non-statutory plan prepared by Queensland government 
Central Queensland, Qld Australia Non-statutory plan prepared by Queensland government 
 
Findings 
In this section we review some of the broad findings from our analysis of regional plans and regional 
planning trends. These include: current trends in governance, approaches to regional governance, 
processes for regional planning, and indicators being used at the regional and state planning level. 
Current Trends in Regional Governance and Powers 
The evolution of institutional arrangements has led to efforts to devise a new tier of regional structures 
based on the perceived failure of the existing distribution of power between central and local 
governments. These can derive from the national government (e.g. UK with the RDAs) or emerge from 
the bottom up. The notion of re-scaling of politics has become increasingly important, with a move 
towards metropolitan and regional cooperation, and the initiation of institutional restructuring and region-
wide cooperation. According to Brenner, the politics of scale refer to the decentering of traditional 
national urban hierarchies and national intergovernmental systems and to the parallel emergence of new 
sub-national political strategies to position cities and regions within supranational circuits of capital, 
money, commodities and labour (Brenner, 2002: 4). It has been argued that these reforms can only be 
effective if coupled with a reform of intergovernmental relations, expanding the scope of regional 
authority and autonomy (Murdoch and Twedwr-Jones, 1999).  
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In North America, planning authority is held at the state or province level, which is usually delegated to 
local government. There are only a few places where the state, province, or a regional authority has 
significant powers. In the United States, the greatest number of regional planning efforts have revolved 
around regional transportation and land use efforts. These largely voluntary “visioning” efforts are 
attempting to allocate limited transportation funding across large metropolitan regions, often using this 
funding as a carrot for improved land use planning. For example, the Denver Regional Council of 
Governments has undertaken a series of collaborative growth management efforts to address 
transportation and land use across the region. Other examples of innovative regional arrangements in the 
United States are said to result from socio-political forces and coalitions seeking to reshape the traditional 
institutional and territorial contours of urban and regional governance (e.g., Chicago, Miami-Dade) 
(Brenner, 2002: 4). These metropolitan and regional projects are place-specific and represent political 
responses to changing development and restructuring patterns.  
 
In Canada, the restructuring of regional governance has been attributed to the willingness of provincial 
governments to carry out their responsibilities. Provincial governments were responsible for 
implementing policies that shaped regions and comprehensive approaches to deal with issues of regional 
governance (Sancton, 2001; Frisken, 2001). Metropolitan Toronto, up until its demise, was considered a 
success in terms of regional governance, as well as in achieving a balanced regional economy (Frisken, 
2001). The Greater Vancouver regional district relies on a shared approach to growth management, based 
on consensus and agreement. However, there is a move towards more incremental ways of addressing 
regional issues, sometimes heavily relying on inter-local cooperation (Frisken, 2001: 475). The British 
Columbia government established regional districts in the province to carry out regional planning and 
consolidate the financing and administration of a wide range of services (Frisken and Morris, 2001: 473).  
 
The European Union funding structures and spatial development strategy have influenced regional 
planning and governance in significant ways. The structural funds framework, including programs such as 
the European Regional Development Fund, have contributed to increase the competitiveness and role of 
regions, with repercussions on the organizational framework of regional policy in some country members 
(e.g. Ireland, Austria). The EU structural fund strategy promotes the potentials of regions and their 
integration into regional, national and international networks, rather than just a transfer of capital. As an 
example, Ireland created two regions for structural fund purposes, with two new regional assemblies 
coming into effect in 1999 with nominated elected representatives of the regional authorities within each 
region.  
 
The European Spatial Development Perspective or ESDP, adopted in 1999, sets development guidelines 
based on three goals: economic and social cohesion, conservation and management of natural resources 
and cultural heritage, and more balanced competitiveness of the European territory. These goals entail 
guidelines such as the development of a balanced and polycentric urban system (Wilks-Heeg, Perry and 
Harding, 2003: 28). Regional and local actors are defined as the key players in this strategy, with 
recommendations targeting city-regions or regions. Wilks-Heeg, Perry and Harding (2003) argue that 
despite the diversity of responses, regions are attempting to reposition themselves in relation to the spatial 
images conveyed by the European Regional Development Fund (e.g. core-periphery, nodes, European 
urban regions). Some of the principles laid out in the strategy, such as the notion of polycentric urban 
development, have found their way into project and development scenarios, leading to greater 
collaboration between cities within a given region and strengthened planning arrangements (Wilks-Heeg, 
Perry and Harding, 2003: 35).  
 
In Europe, regional elected bodies have various degrees of power in terms of regional planning. Italy’s 
regions are the first level administrative divisions of the state immediately below the central government. 
Each of the 20 regions has a constitution and a regional council with a directly elected president. Spain 
consists of 19 communities or regions, with various degrees of autonomy and self-governing bodies with 
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a legislative assembly and a council (parliament and regional government). The existence of these regions 
gives a three-tiered political system, with the national, regional and local levels (RAND, 2004). Social 
policies mostly fall under the responsibility of the regions. National policies are implemented to a degree 
that suits the needs of the various regions. French regions have no legislative or regulatory authority. 
They receive funding for the central government to act in certain areas. Local councillors are elected and 
form an assembly with a president. Belgium regions have competencies in terms of economic 
development, transportation, public work, and environment. Regions have full political and legal 
competence regarding housing and spatial planning, including growth management, urban planning, 
mobility and the environment (Van den Broeck and Verschure, 2007; 124). In the UK, regional 
assemblies (or regional planning bodies) are responsible for the elaboration and indirect implementation 
of regional plans. Northern Ireland adopted a Regional Development Strategy which provides an 
overarching strategic framework for guiding the sustainable development of the region. Regional plan 
goals often reflect major spatial concepts promoted by the EU, such as the hierarchy of regional centres 
and competitiveness of regions.  
 
Regionalism in Australia is evolving from metropolitan regionalism, where the state government focuses 
on the metropolitan region as the key driver (e.g. Adelaide, South Australia) to comprehensive 
regionalism, with mechanisms to plan regionally across the entire state (e.g., New South Wales and more 
recently, Queensland). The South East Queensland statutory regional plan, which provides a new legal 
basis for regional planning and reinforces the link between planning and provision of infrastructures, 
illustrates this new direction for regional planning efforts. Similar integrated attempts have taken place in 
other states (e.g. Victoria), with the creation of the Department of Infrastructure encompassing land use 
planning, heritage, building policy, public transport, roads, local governments and ports.  
Characterization of Regional Planning Frameworks 
The analysis of the existing literature and the review of the cases and reveal a variation of institutional 
forms for regional planning, ranging from relatively informal, voluntary agreements between existing 
jurisdictional units or bureaucracies to more powerful, consolidated tiers of region wide government 
authority. Four different regional planning frameworks are identified: voluntary regional planning, 
cooperative regional planning, directive regional planning and supranational regionalism (see Table 2).  
 
Voluntary regional planning occurs where a number of jurisdictions agree to consult together or establish 
an advisory regional planning body to prepare visionary or exploratory plans to illuminate the 
possibilities for further development in physical or sectoral areas for which they share responsibility. 
Examples are Councils of Government in the USA, such as the Puget Sound regional Council (PSRC), 
and the Association of Bay Areas of Governorates (ABAG); and Australian VROCS (Voluntary Regional 
Organizations of Councils), examples being the Whitsunday & Mackay Regional Organization of 
Councils (WHAM) and the Western Sydney Region Organization of Councils WESROC). 
 
Cooperative regional planning occurs where there is a further stage towards commitment to the actions 
advocated by the planning process in the form of required cooperation between a number of constituent 
authorities and stipulated levels of compliance to these plans, as demonstrated by British Columbia’s 
Growth Strategies Act and system of Regional District Growth Strategies. The British Columbia planning 
system requires conformity between regional and local plans.  
 
Directive regional planning occurs where a central government stipulates what regional plans will be 
produced for sub national areas and enforce them upon local governments, as was until recently the case 
in France, and still in use in the Australian states of New South Wales and West Australia. The Oregon  
system of requiring step-down compliance from state goals to local planning is a special case of this 
model, because it is largely confined to process requirements whereas earlier French and current 
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Australian models stipulated specific substantive outcomes that local agencies are required to implement. 
 
Finally, supranational regionalism occurs when a supranational institution provides financial incentives, 
through national governments, to engage in regional efforts towards supranational goals. The EU spatial 
planning framework illustrates this approach. It also illustrates a move towards inter-regional integration 
and cooperation, within a changing institutional context (Tewder-Jones, 2001), using mechanisms such as 
inter-regional cooperation funded by the ERDF to improve the effectiveness of regional development 
policies and instruments through large-scale information exchange and sharing of experience (networks). 
This move accompanies changes in governance, with processes of devolution and decentralization.  
 
The boundaries between these regional planning frameworks are not strictly fixed, and hybrid models are 
common. The British RDAs, which result from a directive regional planning approach, report to Regional 
Assemblies, which operate on a voluntary basis.  
 
Table 2: Regional Planning Approaches and Characteristics 
 
Regional Planning Approaches  Characteristics  
Voluntary regional planning: Puget Sound Council 
(WA), Association of Bay Areas of Governments (CA), 
VROCS (Australia), 
Agreement between jurisdictions to consult and establish advisory 
planning bodies to prepare a regional vision and/or explore ways of 
sharing responsibilities 
Cooperative regional planning: British Columbia 
(Canada), Belgian regions, German European Regions, 
Netherland metropolitan regions 
Required collaboration between constituent authorities and 
stipulation of levels of compliance to regional plans 
Directive regional planning: Decentralised regions 
(France), regional development agencies (UK), NSW, 
West Australia planning systems 
Regional plans produced by central government directives and 
enforced upon local governments and agencies 
Supranational regionalism: Supranational initiatives 
and funding mechanisms e.g. ASEAN, EU, NAFTA 
Supranational planning initiatives having indirect effects on regional 
planning processes, and regional institutional and political 
arrangements  
 
There are some limitations to innovative regional governance, such as institutional polycentrism, lack of 
regional vision (lack of regional development plan), lack of political support for regionalisation, absence 
of commonalities between local governments, absence of legitimate regional authority/leadership. In 
Europe, regions are increasingly presented as the most appropriate scale for addressing social/spatial 
inequalities and weakened regional economic growth (Raco, 2006). Decentralisation and devolution 
processes occurring in countries like France and UK are based on the notion of internal homogeneity and 
unity within regional boundaries which in turn brings the notion of a common territorial identity. 
Regional governance links political, economic and cultural aspects as the region is perceived as a focus 
for common economic strategies, for new forms of cultural identification and for the mediation of social 
interactions (Raco, 2006: 321). For instance, devolution is regarded as a spatial fix in which regional 
identities harmonise with decision-making structures, therefore creating opportunities for the emergence 
of more legitimate and effective government agencies (Raco, 2006: 322).  However, regional identities 
are not fixed. Rather, they are anchored in the revival of old regions and their social, cultural, human and 
intellectual capital.  
Processes for Regional Planning 
Like governance arrangements, the processes for regional planning varies considerably. Rather than 
investigating all aspects of the planning process, we focused on issues related to governance and 
evaluation: the scope and range of processes and the contributory studies required in these processes. 
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Scope, Range & Requisite Planning Process 
Requisite processes will depend on the scope, range and aims of the regional planning being undertaken. 
At the comprehensive end of the scale, there is the wide range of  Oregon’s 19  Planning Goals,  British 
Columbia’ Growth Strategies Act,   New Jersey and Maryland’s strong  legislation, and the extensive 
powers of the Italian and Spanish regions. In the middle ranges are the specified roles of regional 
planning in the UK, New Zealand and Netherlands. At the restricted end are the relatively narrow roles of 
USA’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations, founded in specific Acts such as federal transportation 
legislation (SAFTE-LU). This is well illustrated by the energetic but essentially transport-based policies 
of the Puget Sound Regional Council and Denver Regional Council of Governments.  
 
Depending upon the scope of the governmental powers on which they rest, regional plans adopt either a 
“thick” or “thin” definition of the range of necessary regional planning processes. The “thick” version 
may include and integrate, for instance, natural environment; resource management; regional settlement 
form and land use; housing; economy; transport; health; education; community development & services; 
and governance. However, the “thin” one is often limited to topics such as transport – land use relations, 
integrated catchment management or economic development. Indicators vary by intention as well as 
scope. Though the value of such tests of the plan’s ultimate quality or effectiveness is limited (since good 
planning cannot be guaranteed merely by performing a checklist  of requisite activities, but must also 
involve sound judgements), such measures may still be invaluable as a proactive guide for regional 
planners of recommended processes conducive to high quality plans directed to meet national goals and 
local requirements. 
Contributory Studies 
The range of these “input processes” which might be stipulated as necessary or advisable by mandating 
authorities will depend upon the scope and concerns of the particular jurisdiction or regional framework. 
Our investigations have identified a sample of 52 different studies and 38 component plans or strategies, 
listed in Appendix 1, which might be involved in a totally comprehensive, fully integrated regional 
planning study. They span the areas of Natural Environment, Landscape Quality, Rural and Indigenous 
Communities, Urban Development, Urban Communities, Economic Development and Physical and 
Social Infrastructure. In practice this full range of concerns would only apply to the land use plans of 
regional governments (as in Spain, Italy or New Zealand) or where regional tiers of administration had 
been empowered to integrate many of the activities of local and state governments (as in South East 
Queensland and Greater Sydney).  
Other Contributory Processes 
Questions of consultation, political reporting and opportunities for communities and stakeholders to 
contribute to plans need also to be included in these regional planning mandates and requirements, as they 
have been in the Oregon Planning Goals. The range of forms of consultation that may be required with 
communities, political representatives and fellow professionals includes the following: 
 
1. Distribution of information about regional planning processes, regional issues and trends and 
notification of intentions, scope and arrangements for plan preparation 
2. Invitation to make submissions to local governments, community organizations and individuals 
3. Meetings and workshops  in accessible locations throughout the region to identify objectives and 
priorities and  review proposed policies and options 
4. Targeted consultation with designated regional scale and sub regional interest groups 
5. Involvement of schools and universities in discussions and visioning  
6. Formation of one or more Advisory Committee with members nominated by regional interest 
groups concerned with social justice, environmental conservation, economic development, equal 
access and other wide ranging concerns. 
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7. Conduct,  publication and open discussion of  region-wide Community Preference and Priorities 
Sample Surveys  
Theoretical Bases  
For simplicity of classification, the theoretical bases for regional planning may be summarised as 
Normative, Empirical and Communicative Stances.  The key questions concern whether the regional 
planning  system is based on trend allocations of spaces to meet anticipated trends, (the Geddesean 
empirical model); or is more linked to optimising models related to modern business and social theories 
associated with Akoff, Sennett & Friedmann ( the normative model); or relies upon communicative 
theories linked to thinkers like Rawls, Forester and Healy.  
 
These issues of the theories underlying choice of methods also influence the sequence and cycles which 
regional planners will employ to achieve their transformative activities. A key criterion is whether 
derivation of objectives proceeds and shapes survey and analysis, or whether factual review of the 
empirical environment decides the objectives which can then be communicated to and validated by 
governing and representative bodies. Thus empirical and normative planning methods proceed very 
differently from each other, and acknowledge and incorporate the roles of communication in very 
different ways. Examples may serve to clarify these distinctions. The New York Regional Plan of 1927-
31, Patrick Abercrombie’s Greater London‘s Plan  of 1945,  the current  London Plan and the Tennessee 
Valley Authority’s Plans of  1933-53  were all strongly optimising, objective- driven and normative. 
(Hall, 2002; Mayor of London 2006; Gray & Johnson, 2005).  Traditional Australian metropolitan 
regional plans such as Greater Sydney’s Sydney into its Third Century (1988), Metro Perth’s ten 
Metropolitan Corridor Plans of 1956-2006, Queensland’s Moreton Region Growth Strategy of 1975-8, 
and South East Queensland’s four consecutive Regional Growth Management Frameworks from 1994-
2001 have been strongly trend based and empirical (Heywood 1990, Meyer, 1993 in Freestone (ed) and 
Murphy (2007) in Thompson (ed).  Portland’s (Oregon) Vision 2040 and British Columbia’s Livable 
Region Strategy (2004) are deeply influenced by current communicative theories (Ozawa, 2004 and 
Heywood, 1997). 
Indicators for Regional Planning 
One of the critical questions with respect to regional planning effectiveness is how indicators and 
monitoring are used to evaluate effectiveness. Rather than examining research methodologies for 
evaluation, we were interested in governance systems that provide for ongoing evaluation and feedback. 
This approach recognizes that planning is an ongoing and iterative process that requires feedback loops, 
adjustment and adaptation. In our review, we were particularly interested in the types of goals set at the 
regional or state level the types of indicators that are being collected, and how these goals and indicators 
are linked into processes for evaluating effectiveness.  
Types of Regional and State Goals and Objectives 
The use of goals varies widely in the cases we examined (see Table 3). Generally, the higher one moves 
in the planning system (local to regional to national to international) the more general the goals become. 
In relation to regional and state planning, we observed three types of goals. First, some states and regions 
have established regulatory goals and objectives with specific, substantive elements that must be 
complied with. Examples of this include New South Wales, Metro Portland and Hawaii, which also 
extends compliance to state agencies). Second, some regions and states have developed goal or objective 
categories. These area general headings at a state level that local or regional plans must address, but the 
substance or elements of these are not specified or are very general. For example, a number of US smart 
growth policies take this approach (e.g., Georgia Growth Strategies Act). Third, some states or regions 
provide goals and objectives and then require local jurisdictions to develop plans that are in concurrence 
with those goals. Concurrence process may involve state review (Oregon, Rhode Island) or a negotiated 
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process (New Jersey, Metro Vancouver).  
 
Table 3: Examples of State and Regional Goals  
Oregon* Vancouver New Jersey Western Australia* 
1. Citizen Involvement  
2. Land Use Planning  
3. Agricultural Lands  
4. Forest Lands  
5. Natural Resources  
6. Air, Water and Land 
Resource Quality  
7. Natural Hazards  
8. Recreational Needs  
9. Economic Development  
10. Housing  
11. Public Facilities and 
Services  
12. Transportation  
13. Energy Conservation  
14. Urbanization  
15. Willamette Greenway  
16. Estuarine Resources  
17. Coastal Shore lands  
18. Beaches and Dunes  
19. Ocean Resources 
Current Plan 
1. Protect the Green zones 
2. Build complete 
communities 
3. Achieve a compact 
metropolitan region 
4. Increase transportation 
choice 
New Plan: 
1. Accommodate growth in a 
compact metropolitan 
structure 
2. Offer diverse and 
affordable housing choices 
3. Support and strengthen a 
diverse regional economy 
4. Protect & enhance the 
region’s natural assets 
5. Create a sustainable 
regional transportation 
system 
1. Sustainability  
2. Land Use 
3. Housing 
4. Conservation 
5. Transportation 
6. Utilities 
7. Community Facilities 
8. Open Space and 
Recreation 
9. Economic Development 
10. Agriculture 
11. Historic Resources 
12. Transfer of Development 
Rights 
13. Recycling 
14. Hazard Planning 
15. Capital Improvement 
Program 
1. Ensure the way we govern 
is driving transition to a 
sustainable future  
2. Play our part in solving the 
global challenges of 
sustainability  
3. Value and protect our 
environment and ensure 
the sustainable mgt/use of 
NR  
4. Plan settlements to reduce 
ecological footprint and 
enhance quality of life  
5. Support communities to 
achieve  a sustainable 
future  
6. Assist business to benefit 
from sustainability. 
Frankfurt/Rhein-Main Brussels Region* East of England Northern Ireland 
1. Region of well-developed 
centres 
2. Region of young people and 
families 
3. Region of science and 
education 
4. Region of innovative 
sectors 
5. Region of mobility and 
logistics 
6. Region of attractive 
landscapes and culture 
 
1. Increase dynamism of 
economic sectors while 
taking into account impacts 
on the environment and 
quality of life 
2. Implement mobility strategy 
to improve public spaces 
and living environment  
3. Manage environmental 
resources and support green 
infrastructures 
4. Increase tourism in region 
5. Guarantee access to decent 
and affordable housing 
 
1. An exceptional knowledge 
base and a dynamic 
economy in the Region 
2. Opportunities for everyone 
to contribute to and benefit 
from the Region’s economic 
dynamism 
3. Strong, inclusive, healthy  
and culturally rich 
communities 
4. A high quality and diverse 
natural and built 
environment 
5. A more resource efficient 
region 
1. Promote balanced and 
integrated regional 
development  
2. Encourage sustainable 
patterns of development 
3. enhancing accessibility,  
4. Make best use of regional 
assets,  
5. Reflect regional 
distinctiveness 
6. Support an competitive 
economy 
 
* indicates wording has been abbreviated 
 
The organization and structure of these goals varies considerably. In states such as Oregon (USA) and 
Western Australia the goals are normative statements of desired future condition. Many of Queensland’s 
nonstatutory plans are organized around broad topic areas or headings rather than statements. The number 
of goals varies from as few as four (Vancouver) to as many as nineteen (Oregon).  
Indicators being collected 
The literature and case studies highlight several common types of indicators that are being collected. 
Some of these indicators have been proposed for use in evaluating specific development and 
infrastructure projects (Deakin, Mitchell et al. 2007); we limited our focus to those related to planning and 
plan evaluation. Indicators are used in several different ways: 
• Input Evaluation measures inputs or information used in the planning process (e.g.: housing and 
land availability data).  
o Oregon (USA): requires cities to conduct studies prior to growth boundary adjustment 
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(buildable lands inventory, housing needs analysis).  
• Process or Agency Performance Indicators: Reports on progress of policies, objectives or key 
missions of agencies:  
o King County Washington (USA) developed indicators based on county responsibilities in 
response to the state Growth Management Act. They are reported on an annual basis. 
o Oregon Progress Board indicators for the state planning agency 
• Output Indicators: Report on the quality of the direct products of the planning process, such as 
plans, policies or programs: 
o New Jersey (USA) requires tracking and reporting of completed watershed plans. 
o South East Queensland (Australia) is monitoring the completion of approved Cultural 
Heritage Management Plans and Aboriginal Party Areas. 
• Plan Performance (Interim Output) Indicators: Evaluates the short-term performance of a plan or 
policy, which is also called interim output indicators: 
o New Jersey (USA) requires local jurisdictions to collect data on conversion of wetlands 
for development and percent of land covered by watershed plans. 
• Outcomes (Impact) Measures: Indicators are developed for public consumption to raise awareness 
and initiate action about planning and non-planning issues. 
o Sustainable Seattle (USA): non-profit organization has developed a suite of indicators 
and produces regular reports on progress 
o Community Indicators Victoria (Australia): community based organization has developed 
indicators and assists other communities and groups to collect and compare them 
 
Table 4: Summary of Goals, Objectives and Indicators Usage in Practice 
 
Evaluation Approach Goal, Objective and Indicator Links Examples 
Input Evaluation 
• Identifies topic areas 
• Leaves approach to local  
• Elements required for plans 
• Review may provide guidelines, 
incentives or require process steps 
• Parts of Oregon System 
• Maryland 
• Smart growth acts (US) 
Process (Agency) Evaluation 
• Management performance 
• Agency review 
• Document prepared for agency 
administrators or elected officials 
• Evaluate agency or process  
• Oregon Benchmarks 
• Parts of New Jersey State Planning Act 
• Belgium 
Output Evaluation 
• Evaluation of plan products 
• Measure of plan quality 
• Report on completed plans and studies 
• May be used to evaluate plan quality 
• Parts of Oregon System 
• Parts of New Jersey State Planning Act 
Plan Performance Indicators 
• Evaluation of plan objectives 
• Shorter term measures 
• Report on planning targets tied to key 
objectives 
• May also relate to outcome reporting 
• Parts of New Jersey State Planning Act 
• Northern Ireland 
• South West, UK 
Outcome Measures 
• Agenda 21  
• State of Environment 
• Community Indicators 
• Document prepared for public  
• Meant to raise public awareness  
• Often no explicit link to government 
decision making 
• Sustainable Seattle 
• King County Washington 
• Victoria Community Indicators 
• SEQ Sustainability Indicators 
 
Linking Governance, Planning and Evaluation 
In this project we were particular interested in how indicators were used in regional to regional planning. 
In most cases, indicators that were collected for monitoring and review, and there was not an explicit 
effort to link those indicators to regional plans, local plans or local plan evaluation. For example, the well-
publicized Seattle sustainability indicators project was launched by an independent, non-profit 
organization to publicize trends in the region’s environmental, social and economic condition (Atkinsson 
1996). However, in several regions there have been efforts to develop output indicators for evaluating 
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regional planning. As Table 5 shows, these indicators are being used for a variety of purposes, which we 
have broadly classified into: evaluating regional plan performance, guiding local plans, and assessing 
local plan compliance.  
 
Evaluating Plan Performance 
 
First, several regional plans use the indicators for periodic review of the regional plan performance. Many 
of these monitoring systems focus on outcome measures, but they also contain plan performance 
indicators that allow the regional or state authority to make adjustments in the plan or policy. For 
example, the South West England plan tracks the distribution of housing in structure plans, planning 
agreements incorporating affordable housing, and funding and investment secured in areas of need. As 
noted above, the Greater Vancouver Regional District prepares a monthly and annual report on a series of 
output and outcome indicators. The 2005 GVRD Annual report notes the progress on these trends, and 
signals that is fall short of targets for issues like office location and percentage of growth in the growth 
concentration area. 
 
Local Plan Guidance 
 
Second, some plans use plan performance indicators as guidance for local planning. The chief difference 
with the way in which these indicators are used is that regional and state planning authorities require local 
governments to more explicitly address the indicators and their trends. In contrast, using indicators for 
regional plan performance focuses on reporting back to the regional or state planning body.  
 
For example, the Northern Ireland Regional Development Strategy (RDS) provides a series of indicators 
that are collected on an annual basis. State agencies are required to develop plans, policies and 
development schemes that are consistent with the RDS. In terms of local governments, the system is 
described as a participatory one. The regional strategy is supported by local agreements in which the 
municipalities describe how they will support the regional goals with local plan and policy actions. 
Similarly, the New Jersey state plan contains a set of performance indicators for each of the eight state 
strategies. In preparing local plan concurrence documents, local plans must take into account state goals 
and explain how local plans and policies support these state goals.  
 
Indicators for Local Plan Compliance 
 
The most assertive use of plan performance indicators is local plan compliance evaluation by state or 
regional planning authorities. Under this kind of system, the state or regional planning authority uses 
output indicators to evaluate local plan compliance with a regional plan. Elements of this are contained in 
the Local Growth Management Strategies (LGMS) that the Queensland Office of Urban Management 
requires from local governments in South East Queensland. These strategies specify population targets for 
each jurisdiction within their urban footprint, and the LGMS is required to explain how local policies and 
plans will help achieve this goal. For example, the regional plan takes population growth estimates and 
allocates it by jurisdiction, specifying the proportion to be accommodated in existing dwellings, new 
dwellings and infill dwellings (OUM 2006). Similarly, the Northern Ireland has identified a set of output 
indicators that it reviews on an annual basis, and the regional authority undertakes local agreements to 
implement the regional strategy. While this system is described as more of a partnership-based approach, 
the indicators are meant to measure the progress of state and local policies, programmes, and plans. 
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Table 5: Indicators  
 
Case Type of Indicator Indicators 
New Jersey, 
USA 
Limited number of 
plan performance 
and outcome 
indicator for 8 state 
goal areas 
Example: State goal of Conserving Natural Resources: 
• Land dedicated to open space 
• Percent streams supporting aquatic life 
• Conversion of wetlands for development 
• Percent land covered by watershed plans 
Vancouver, 
Canada 
Plan performance 
and outcome 
indicators for each of 
the 4 regional plan 
goal areas 
Examples of monthly indicators on:  
• Employed labour force 
• Income assistance cases 
• Retail sales 
• Housing price index (Greater Vancouver and Fraser Valley) 
• Total Transit ridership 
• Licensed vehicles 
 
South East 
Queensland, 
Australia 
Plan performance 
(and some output) 
indicators for region 
Plan performance indicators 
• Percent of development within proximity to transit nodes 
• Percent of new development classified as infill 
• Approved cultural heritage plans 
Outcome Indicators 
• Water quality 
• Air quality  
• Housing affordability 
Northern 
Ireland, 
United 
Kingdom 
Plan performance 
and outcome 
indicators for regional 
plan 
Examples of Indicators collected on a yearly basis include: 
• Average speeds on the regional strategic network 
• Incidence of co-operative business links 
• Number of public transport users by mode 
• Number of people engaged in full-time agriculture 
• Percentage increase in community based transport initiatives 
• Pro rata progress towards housing target 
• New urban housing built within: (1) urban footprint of main towns, (2) greenfield sites 
of main towns, and (3) all other settlements. 
 
South West, 
United 
Kingdom 
Plan performance 
and outcome 
indicators for regional 
plan 
Plan performance indicators  
• Distribution of housing in Structure Plans 
• Policies and land allocations in development plans reflecting regional spatial strategy 
• Land allocated for housing in development plans 
• Planning agreements incorporating affordable housing 
Outcome indicators 
• Average household income 
• Take-up of welfare/social benefits 
• Average length of journeys to work 
• Ratio of house-prices to household incomes 
 
 
 
 
 Draft: Please check with authors before citing 
16
Needs for Planning Practice and Research 
The goal of our research is to assess the current state of practice around regional planning, regional 
planning governance, and the evaluation approaches that help improve effectiveness. This research did 
not include an evaluation of the relative performance of regional plans, but instead focused on 
documenting the different approaches. However, based on this comparison and the literature, we conclude 
by identifying several needs for planning practice and research. 
Need for Clearer Objectives 
Anderson (1995) notes that objectives are statements that describe future, specific conditions within a 
particular period in time. One of the common shortcomings of the plans we reviewed was the lack of clear 
objectives that would allow the plans to be monitored and evaluated. This included plans that had 
monitoring and evaluation frameworks. 
 
A comparison of the South East Queensland and Metropolitan Vancouver regional plans highlights the 
important differences that clear objectives play in supporting indicators. The South East Queensland 
Regional Plan contains a regional vision statement and twelve policy areas, one of which is the natural 
environment. The natural environment area is supported by a vision statement and principles under six 
areas (biodiversity, koala conservation, atmosphere, managing the coast, waterways and wetlands, and 
natural hazards). Each of these six areas contains a principle, a list of policies, and explanatory notes. 
However, the principles are effectively sub-goals that provide broad descriptions of outcomes. The 
policies are more analogous to objectives. For example, one policy under the biodiversity principle states: 
“Protect, manage and enhance areas of state, regional and local biodiversity significance in areas outside 
the Urban Footprint, having regard to the Vegetation Management Act 1999 and existing land use rights” 
(OUM 2005, 27). In summary, the plan fails to produce objectives that are measurable within a specified 
period of time. This is particularly important, because the state government has committed to monitoring 
and evaluating regional planning in South East Queensland. The State of the Region baseline 
sustainability indicators report identified several waterway and wetland indicators, such as marine aquatic 
ecosystem health and freshwater aquatic ecosystem health, but fails to identify any indicators specific to 
wetlands.  
 
The regional plan prepare by the Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD) provides a better example 
of clear and more precise objectives. The regional Livable Region Strategic Plan contains four 
“fundamental strategies” stated in plain English: protect the green zone, build complete communities, 
achieve a compact metropolitan region, and increase transportation choice. Under the strategy of 
protecting the green zone, an objective of the plan is to “protect the Green Zone from urban development 
and seek to add new areas to the Green Zone.” While still lacking some specificity and temporal aspects, 
this objective is much clearer and more easily measured. For example, the annual report of the GVRD 
calculates the total area of the Green Zone and reports on changes to that total area. Furthermore, the 
annual report notes that there are pending applications to “remove several small parcels of land from the 
Green Zone.” Thus this objective can be more clearly linked both to outcomes and to decision making at a 
local and regional level. 
Need for More Plan Performance Indicators 
There has been increasing attention to the collection of indicators for planning and public policy. As our 
review summarized, indicators are being collected for a range of purposes, which are generally classified 
into four categories: input indicators, agency or process indicators, output indicators, plan performance 
indicators and outcome measures.  
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One of the findings from the cases we examined is that much of the indicators currently being collected 
are outcome measures, often appearing in documents such as State of the Environment reports and 
Community Indicator projects. The difficulties with indicators based on outcomes are time frame, effect 
and external impacts. First, for most outcome measures the monitoring time frame to show demonstrable 
results can be many years or decades. For example, to confirm improvements in water quality, data must 
be collected over a sufficient time frame to account for variability in weather and climate. Second, for 
there to be demonstrable effects the amount of change must often be substantial and extend over a large 
area to produce significant change. For example, development around transportation hubs is hypothesized 
to increase transit use, but it requires the development of many hubs for significant changes to be 
demonstrated. Finally, outcome measures are affected by external impacts that may have nothing to do 
with planning or policy. For example, housing affordability may change quickly in response to changes in 
interest rates and development booms or busts. 
 
We are not suggesting that outcome indicators are unimportant. They measure the long term trends and 
conditions that people ultimately care about. The general population is usually far more concerned about 
congestion, transportation alternatives and housing choices than the percentage of development occurring 
within walking distance to a transit centre. However, research and plans highlight the links between these 
factors, and suggest that transit oriented development is one key output to achieving the longer term 
outcomes. There were a few places where attempts are underway to better link objective based planning 
with measures of plan performance, including Vancouver, the Flanders Region and in Queensland around 
the issue of Health Performance. Appendix 2 summarizes some of the type of plan performance indicators 
and outcome measures we identified for the Queensland government. 
Need for Clearer Link to Governance Processes  
One of the limitations of many regional indicator systems is the lack of clear link to governance 
processes. From our review, we identified three implicit and explicit ways in which they are linked. First, 
the most common link to governance is an informational one. While the feedback link does not clarify 
any direct governance response, it can have an effect on regional policy as well as local planning. One 
effect is an observational one, which means that professionals and elected officials are more likely to 
consider issues and trends when they know that monitoring is taking place. The efforts by the Vancouver 
and South East Queensland regional authorities to produce monthly indicator reports provide a regular 
data on the performance of issues such as housing affordability and percent of infill development. 
Another effect is a political one, particularly when the information is released in public form and covered 
by the media. For this reason, there have been several examples of monitoring and indicator reports 
produced in the form of report cards, such those prepared for the Fraser Rivers Basin (Canada) and 
Brisbane River/Moreton Bay (Australia). This kind of public evaluation system has been important for 
gaining the support of elected officials and the public in the Brisbane region to make major investments 
into wastewater treatment facilities. The limitation of an informational one is that complex issues and 
trends can be hard to summarize in a format accessible to the public, and in a way that garners public and 
political attention. For example, recent decreases in housing affordability in South East Queensland have 
increased pressure to expand the urban footprint—even though other indicators suggest that housing 
affordability is being more strongly influenced by increasing interest rates, material costs and labor costs. 
There is a need to explore in more detail how these reporting processes work, and the forms, formats and 
approaches that make them most effective. 
 
Second, a number of indicator and monitoring systems are linked to financial incentives. For example, in 
metropolitan Denver, the regional transportation planning agency has used federal transportation funding 
as a carrot for local communities to adopt urban growth boundaries (UGBs). Jurisdictions that fail to 
adopt UGBs are effectively eliminated from potential funding in a regional ranking process (Margerum 
2005). The advantage of this approach is its role as an incentive is often more palatable to local officials, 
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particularly when there are significant concerns about local control. Conversely, this approach requires 
both the funding to create the incentive, and the desire by local jurisdictions to use the incentive. In the 
Denver region, for example, jurisdictions without an anticipated need for federal transportation projects 
had little incentive to adopt a UGB. This is a need to research these types of mechanisms in more detail, 
and the ways they have been used to incur change at the local level. 
 
Third, in some cases there is direct authority at the regional and state level over local planning in the 
event that data indicates a failure to comply with targets and standards. For example, the Local Growth 
Management Strategy (LGMS) framework in South East Queensland provides significant (if not 
somewhat harsh) authority for the Office of Urban Management. As noted above, the LGMS documents 
define the regional growth that each jurisdiction must accommodate and the portion of that growth 
allocated to existing areas, infill areas and new development areas. Should local governments approve 
policies or developments inconsistent with the LGMS, the state government has the power to take 
punitive action against individual elected officials and even appoint a new administrator. While this kind 
of regional authority is relatively rare, there has been little research to identify the ways in which these 
authority-based mechanisms have been used and how they have operated in practice. 
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Appendix 1: Requisite Plans and Studies 
 
Categories Studies Plans 
Natural 
Environment 
 
 
 
• Riparian zone & wetland mapping 
• Catchments studies identifying areas of high priority 
conservation and restoration 
• Analysis of long-term water supply in relation to 
population growth 
• Wastewater recycling study 
• Vegetation and conservation mapping 
• Mapping of habitats for extinct, endangered and 
vulnerable species 
• Analysis of urban footprint expansion against vegetation 
conservation mapping 
• Up to date hazard mapping & risk analysis for flooding, 
fire, coastal processes and transportation linkages  
• Mapping of coastal hazards, sensitive sites, acid sulfate 
soils, and other constraints 
• Mapping of sites at risk due to sea level rise 
• Regional NRM land and water management plans  
• Regional water supply strategy  
• Water source catchments protection plans 
• Vegetation clearing and management ordinances  & 
measures to protect critical areas 
• Regional coastal management plans 
• Port authority plans and studies 
 
Landscape 
Quality 
 
 
 
• Outdoor recreation mapping of parks, reserves and other 
natural areas 
• Outdoor recreation demand survey 
• Mapping of private and public forest resource lands 
• Mapping of significant quarry and mineral deposits 
• Strategy for working with Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander peoples to identify and protect places of 
significance to traditional owners 
• Regional open space strategy 
Urban 
Development 
 
 
 
• Urban Land Stock Database & Rural Land Availability 
Study 
• Natural Hazards Map  
• Regional Activity Centres Network Studies  
• Household and Housing Demand projections by local 
government areas and major centres 
• Housing Price monitoring by sub region & centres (REIQ) 
• Regional Infrastructure Plan & Programs 
• Priority Infrastructure Plans (PIP) 
 
• Master Plans for Regional Activity Centres to guide land 
use, transport, public spaces and design. 
• Structure Plans for proposed development 
• Regional Land Use Map showing “Urban Footprints” and 
Rural Protection Areas. 
• Regional Residential Design Guides  
• Regional Infrastructure Plan & Programs. &  Priority 
Infrastructure Plans (PIP)  
• Master Plans for Regional Activity Centres to guide land 
use, transport, public spaces and design. 
 
Strong Rural 
Communities 
 
 
• Natural Environment and Landscape studies as above 
• Identification of landscape heritage, cultural components, 
high quality scenic areas and viewpoints 
• Regional natural resource inventory and  study 
• Rural communities economic base study 
• Study of impacts of technological change 
 
• Economic development strategy 
• Regional Tourism and Culture Plan 
• Rural Precinct Plans 
• Regional Infrastructure Plan and Program 
• Rural Futures Strategy balancing land use, economy and 
population pressure 
 
Strong Urban 
Communities 
 
 
• Cultural Mapping 
• Social Impact Analyses of major proposals 
• Population and household projections and land release 
provisions by size and type 
• Regional health, education and community service Needs 
Assessment Studies 
• Regional Central Place Network Study 
 
• Cultural Development Plan Collaborative Regional 
Community Facilities Plan  
• Coordinated Regional Social Infrastructure Plan and 
Program 
• Regional Social Infrastructure Guidelines 
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Categories Studies Plans 
Strong 
Indigenous 
Communities 
• Cultural Heritage Register & Record 
• Native Title Agreements 
• Indigenous heritage and cultural protection and promotion 
plan 
• Partnership and consultation agreements with 
representative  Aboriginal organizations 
 
• Strategy for working with Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander peoples to identify and protect places of 
significance to traditional owners  
• Community Development and Land Use Planning 
schemes for Indigenous communities Indigenous 
economic, education and employment development 
Strategy 
 
Economic 
Development 
• Mapping of economic activities distribution 
• Regional economic base and input- output studies 
• Regional training and skills formation studies  
• Monitoring of labour market 
• Collaborative development opportunities study 
• Regional tourism studies 
 
• Skills formation  and small business training strategies 
• Regional manufacturing development plan 
• Grant programs targeting specific industries 
• Regional trade and export strategies 
• Regional tourism strategy  
• Regional vision for economic development 
 
Infrastructure • Demographic forecasting  
• Mapping of greenfield and redevelopment areas 
• Water resources mapping 
• Mapping of energy  & water grid infrastructure 
• Alternative energy use  & source studies e.g. solar hot 
water  & green energy options 
• Mapping of existing and planned waste management 
infrastructures  
• Sewage and wastewater reduction studies  
• Water demand projections 
• Regional water supply options studies 
• Incentive schemes for water-saving appliances 
• Regional Infrastructure Plan & Program 
• Local Growth Management Strategy 
• Local infrastructure priority plans 
• Infrastructure Priority Plans 
• Integrated transport schemes 
• Cleaner energy strategy 
• Regional waste management strategy 
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Appendix 2: Plan Performance and Outcome Examples 
 
Plan Performance Indicator Examples Outcome Measure Examples 
• Transit Ridership (Queesland Transport) 
• Distance traveled by type of vehicle  (Qld SoE Report) 
• Total time and distance traveled (Qld SoE Report) 
• Mode of transport to work or study (Qld SoE Report) 
• Public transport use (Qld SoE Report) 
• Air quality data from EPA monitoring network  (Qld SoE 
Report)] 
• Exceedences of air quality standards for lead, NO, SO2, etc. 
(Qld SoE Report) 
• Trends in respiratory illness (Qld Health Indicators Dictionary) 
• Introduction of land and water management plans (Qld SoE 
Report) 
• Implementation of urban stormwater and effluent management 
plans by local government  (Qld SoE Report) 
• Community participation in conservatnio efforts (Qld SoE 
Report) 
• Extent and type of wastewater treatment (Qld SoE Report—not 
currently reported) 
• Percent of wetlands currently protected 
• Hectares of wetland converted for development 
• Assessment of surface water quality parameters (Qld SoE 
Report) 
• Assessment of secondary water quality parameters (Qld SoE 
Report)  
• Incidences of algal blooms (Qld SoE Report) 
• Coastal discharges (by type of pollutant) for coastal regions 
(Qld SoE Report) 
• Population Change, Net & International  Migration rates (PIFU) 
• Proportion of new development within Urban Footprint & 
Regional Landscape &  Rural Production Areas (DNRM  Title, 
Tenure & Transaction Records  for all properties in the state) 
• Residential etc land allocation in Local Govt. IPA Schemes 
(LGMSs) 
• Proportion of new shopping & commercial, employment & trip 
generating development within Principal Major and Specialist 
Regional Activity Centres. (LGMSs) 
• Urban Containment Measures    (density trends and  annual 
rates of vacant land development within urban footprint etc) 
(Nelson & Moore, 1996) 
• Rural land use  and  agriculture area and production value  
indices (OESR) 
• Journey to work data (OESR) 
• Net residential building densities by sub region ( Aus SoE 01) 
• Statistics and trends of Residential lot creation (REIQ Monitors) 
• Housing approvals by  lgas and sub regions (Qld Housing) 
• Range, mix & trend of dwelling size, type and location in 
existing and planned residential developments (ABS BCP) 
• Proportion of development outside planned areas (LGMS) 
• Proportions of existing and proposed development in Natural 
Hazard Areas (DNRM transaction records) 
 
• Residential lot creation by region and sub  region (REIQ & 
UDIA monitors) 
• Rural  land conversion figures & indices (DNR) 
• Urban Density measures (Nelson & Moore, 1996) 
 
• Housing approvals totals & trends (QH quarterly stats) 
• Residential lot creation and trends (QH quarterly stats.) 
• Range mix & trend of dwelling size, type and location in existing 
and planned residential developments (ABS BCPs)) 
• Housing affordability Indicators (from Qld Health  Health  
Determinant Indicators Dictionary). 
 
• Vacancy rates (REIQ & QH) 
• Quality of living indexes ( e.g. Mercer Human Resource 
Consulting Global quality of  Living Survey) 
• Regional indicators in Australian Local Government Association 
biannual Regional Reports 
• Residential lot creation by region and sub  region (REIQ & 
UDIA monitors) 
• Impact  measures (Developer& Resident surveys  & 
Commissioned reports of Design Assessment Boards) 
• Environmental Quality Indicators (Qld Health Regional 
Determinant Dictionary) 
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